






























We	have	to	wonder	exactly	what	they’re	asking	and	about	whom.	This	question	and	others	use	the	generic	“a	team/division	member”	and	“they,”	rather	than	“your	race/sexual	orientation”	and	“you.”		This	question	thus	leaves	the	possibility	open	for	respondents	to	answer	based	on	their	perceptions	of	how	staff	of	other	races,	sexual	orientations,	gender	identity,	etc.	are	valued	and	supported	in	the	organization.		So,	for	example,	if	your	organization	is	between	80-90%	white	(a	fair	assumption	based	on	the	ALA	statistics	we	just	saw),	the	overwhelming	majority	of	the	organization’s	answers	to	questions	about	race	will	be	based	on	white	people’s	perceptions	and	reflect	a	white	cultural	perspective.	(The	same	holds	for	questions	about	other	demographic	categories	vis-à-vis	the	dominant	culture.)		Now,	research	points	to	the	fact	that	demographically	dominant	groups	are	unlikely	to	understand	the	lived	experience	of	people	from	non-dominant	groups	and	do	not	recognize	bias	when	it	occurs.	In	libraries	this	conclusion	is	supported	by	Jaena	Alabi’s	research	where	she	concludes	that	"non-minority	librarians	are	unlikely	to	report	observing	racial	microaggressions"	even	though	“minority”	librarians	are,	in	fact,	experiencing	them.	(https://www.atla.com/Members/programs/libtools/Documents/Alabi_Racial%20Microagressions%20in%20Academic%20Libraries.pdf)		Thus,	in	an	overwhelmingly	white	(and	heterosexual,	cisgender)	organization,	it	is	important	to	recognize	that	the	data	we	collect	represents	primarily	the	worldview	of	the	dominant	culture	and	will	be	shaped	by	its	limitations	and	biases.	Getting	back	to	how	we	assess	our	organizational	culture	and	our	often-professed	desire	for	diversity,	one	has	to	wonder:		 1. How	much	diversity	in	an	organization	is	enough	to	make	staff	in	the	dominant	culture,	race,	ethnicity,	sexual	orientation,	etc.	feel	like	the	workplace	has	achieved	an	acceptable	amount	of,	but	not	too	much	diversity?	2. And	how	much	“valuing	diversity”	does	the	organization	need	to	demonstrate	in	order	for	staff	from	the	dominant	culture	to	perceive	it	as	sufficient,	regardless	of	whether	or	not	staff	from	marginalized	groups	would	consider	it	enough?		So	here’s	a	very	practical	outcome	of	this	assessment	right	here.	And	you’ll	see	how	this	kind	of	bias	can	be	self-perpetuating.	A	natural	follow-up	to	receiving	your	ClimateQual	results	(or	the	results	of	any	measurement	of	your	organizational	culture---this	is	not	specific	to	ClimateQual)	a	next	step	is	to	look	at	the	results	to	see	where	you’re	weaker	and	where	you’re	doing	well.	Logically	we’d	try	to	develop	strategic	initiatives	in	the	areas	where	we’re	weak	to	then	improve	our	organizational	culture.		
If	the	overwhelmingly	dominant	culture	in	your	organization	tends	to	think	that	everyone	is	well	valued,	regardless	of	their	race,	sexual	orientation,	gender	identity,	etc.	your	scores	in	that	section	will	be	good.	Even	if	people	in	vastly	underrepresented	groups	in	your	organization	might	think	otherwise.	Unless	you’re	thinking	really	critically	about	this	instrument,	you’re	unlikely	to	develop	strategic	
initiatives	to	solve	a	problem	that	doesn’t	look	like	a	problem!		This	is	one	of	things	that	we	mean	when	we	talk	about	privilege:	privilege	includes	the	prerogative	of	not	having	to	recognize,	understand,	or	solve	problems	that	don’t	necessarily	affect	you	personally.		We	need	to	think	critically	about	the	data	collection	tools	that	our	organizations	adopt,	the	data	gathered,	and	how	we	make	sense	of	it.	In	addition	to	knowing	what	kind	of	information	the	tools	are	designed	to	elicit	and	how	they	do	so,	it	is	also	crucial	to	understand	what	biases	we	bring	to	our	interpretation	of	the	data,	and	to	think	about	what	data	is	missing	and	why.		What	we	measure,	what	we	collect,	how	we	interpret,	even	THAT	we	measure,	collect,	and	interpret,	are	political	acts.	Data	and	data	collection	are	not	neutral,	and	we	shouldn’t	pretend	that	they	are.	We	can’t	know	the	data	unless	we	first	know	ourselves	and	the	limitations	and	biases	we	bring	to	the	act	of	measuring.		But	if	you	are	attuned	to	these	kinds	of	problems	with	data	collection	and	interpretation,	you’re	already	well-positioned	to	raise	the	question	and	challenge	the	results.	How	you	do	that	will	differ	depending	on	your	own	organizational	culture,	where	you	sit	within	the	organization,	and	how	open	others	are	to	considering	challenging,	or,	to	use	bell	hooks’s	term,	"disruptive"	points	of	view.	But	
you	can’t	say	nothing,	otherwise	you’re	complicit.		I’ll	end	this	section	with	some	questions	for	you	to	think	about	as	you	consider	your	own	data	collection	and	that	of	your	organization	and	the	profession.	
• What	data	do	you	collect,	how,	and	why?	
• What	biases	are	embedded	into	your	data	collection	and	interpretation?	(and	note	that	I	ask	“what	biases”	and	not	“are	biases	embedded.”)	
• How	will	you	disrupt	harmful	data	collection	practices?	(What	will	you	do	in	
your	organizations	to	call	attention	to	and	change	misconceived	or	harmful	data	practices?)			
III.	Community	So	if	we’re	going	to	commit	to	disrupting	the	kind	of	privilege	that	makes	us	unable,	or	unwilling,	to	see	the	types	of	bias	that	I’ve	been	talking	about,	we’re	going	to	need	some	help.	This	kind	of	work	can	take	its	toll.	It’s	emotionally	draining.	Even	just	worrying	about	how	your	boss	or	your	peers	might	react	to	your	pointing	out	the	biases	in	how	you’re	collecting	data	or	interpreting	it.	Or	pointing	out,	for	example,	that	the	subject	headings	we’re	using	are	discriminatory.	Here	are	two	
tweets	from	June	5th	in	which	Chelcie	Rowell	shares	excerpts	from	a	talk	by	Carolyn	Hansen:	
	[Caption:	Tweets	by	Chelcie	Rowell,	@ararebit]			So	how	exactly	do	you	“fight	the	power”	in	an	organizational	setting?	How	can	you	disrupt	from	within?		One	answer	is	by	building	community.	Community	can	provide	us	with	intellectual	support,	and	potentially	more	visibility,	recognition,	and	political	heft	for	the	work	that	we	do	and	the	values	that	we	try	to	instill	in	our	professional	practice.		An	example	is	the	Global	Outlook::Digital	Humanities	community,	which	is	a	Special	Interest	Group	of	the	Alliance	of	Digital	Humanities	Organisations.	The	goal	of	go::dh	is	to:		 break	down	barriers	that	hinder	communication	and	collaboration	among	researchers	and	students	of	the	Digital	Arts,	Humanities,	and	Cultural	Heritage	sectors	in	high,	mid,	and	low	income	economies.	(http://www.globaloutlookdh.org/)		Community	can	also	be	a	safe	place	where	you	can	gripe	about	your	experiences.	Sometimes	these	spaces	can	also	help	to	expose	to	others	in	the	profession	harmful	
practices	that	might	otherwise	go	unnoticed.	For	example,	LIS	Microaggressions,	which	was	started	by	a	small	handful	of	women	in	2013.	LIS	Microaggressions	is	both	a	Tumblr	and	a	zine.	They	explain:		 this	space	aims	to	identify,	acknowledge,	and	overcome	the	microaggressions	that	continue	to	exist	in	our	profession	and	that	are	the	real,	lived,	experiences	of	LIS	professionals	from	marginalized	communities	today.	(http://lismicroaggressions.tumblr.com/)		A	values-based	community	orientation	could	also	help	us	to	think	about	how	other	communities	may	have	different	values	than	ours.	That’s	what	happened	when	Kim	Christen	Withey,	faculty	at	Washington	State	University,	worked	with	an	Aboriginal	community	in	Central	Australia	to	develop	what	would	eventually	become	Mukurtu.	(http://mukurtu.org/about/)		Their	mission	is	to	empower	communities	to	manage,	share,	preserve,	and	exchange	their	digital	heritage	in	culturally	relevant	and	ethically-minded	ways….	Our	first	priority	is	to	help	build	a	platform	that	fosters	relationships	of	respect	
and	trust.		Withey,	the	project	director,	explains	that	the	work	of	Mukurtu	is	"to	ensure	that	technology	bends	to	the	needs	of	our	users."		She	says	“not	all	information	wants	to	be	free.”	(This	sentiment	resonates	with	the	
On	Our	Backs	example	I	talked	about	earlier)			
IV.	Feminist	Leadership	This	morning	I’ve	been	emphasizing	the	power	of	individuals,	the	strength	we	derive	from	community,	and	the	values	that	inform	the	work	that	we	do.	These	themes	come	together	powerfully	in	current	research	I’m	doing	with	April	Hathcock	on	feminist	leadership.	We’re	writing	a	chapter	called	“Feminist	Praxis	in	Library	Leadership”	for	the	upcoming	book	The	Feminists	Among	Us:	Resistance	and	
Advocacy	in	Library	Leadership,	coming	out	with	Library	Juice	Press	in	fall	2017.	(http://libraryjuicepress.com/feminist-leadership.php)		Feminism,	in	particular	intersectional	feminism,	offers	us	both	a	theory	and	a	
practice	for	addressing	the	kinds	of	oppression	that	I’ve	been	talking	about	today.	April	and	I	wanted	to	know	what	feminist	leadership	in	libraries	looks	like.	So	we’ve	talked	to	self-identified	feminist	library	leaders	who	are	at	different	stages	of	their	careers	and	who	work	at	different	levels	of	organizational	management.		Our	generous	participants,	to	whom	we	have	promised	anonymity	so	they	felt	free	to	say	things	they	might	not	otherwise	have	shared,	represent	a	diverse	set	of	perspectives	and	identities.	We	included	people	of	different	ages,	gender	identities	and	expressions,	sexual	orientations,	abilities,	races,	ethnicities,	and	we	sought	
representation	from	different	sized	organizations,	both	public	and	private.	Over	the	past	few	months	during	these	interviews,	we’ve	explored	with	our	research	subjects	how	their	feminist	values	inform	and	affect	everyday	management	and	leadership	activities,	such	as	staffing,	mentoring,	policy	development,	decision-making,	etc.		Through	this	research	we	hope	to	provide	our	professional	community	with:	
• real-life	examples	of	the	everyday	practice	of	feminism	in	library	leadership,	
• to	offer	practical	approaches	that	others	can	adopt	or	adapt,	
• and	to	understand	some	of	the	challenges	in	bringing	an	overt	feminist	praxis	into	our	library	practice.		I’ll	share	some	preliminary	observations	from	this	research.	These	interviews	revealed	recurring	topics	that	relate	directly	to	the	themes	I’m	talking	about	today:	disrupting	domination,	looking	critically	and	questioning	the	status	quo,	and	building	community.		Ironically,	despite	everyone’s	willingness,	even	excitement,	to	talk	to	us	about	the	topic,	most	interviewees	expressed	some	doubts	about	the	possibility	of	feminist	leadership.	In	some	this	manifested	as	surprise	that	we	considered	them	leaders	in	the	profession	at	all.	It	makes	sense,	when	you	think	about	it.	I	think	it	really	depends	on	what	cultural	models	you	have	in	mind	when	you	think	of	successful	(or	“successful”)	leaders.	Other	interviewees	were	ambivalent	about	the	tension	between	the	ideals	and	values	of	feminism,	as	they	define	it,	and	the	idea	of	leadership	from	the	top	levels	of	an	organization,	because	of	the	potential	for	power	imbalance	and	the	fear	that	this	power	might	compromise	one’s	values.		In	two	blog	posts	over	the	past	two	years,	Chris	Bourg	clearly	voices	this	ambivalence.	On	the	one	hand,	in	a	2014	conference	paper	on	women	in	leadership,	she	addressed	library	staff	interested	in	social	justice	issues	but	reluctant	to	take	on	leadership	positions.	(https://chrisbourg.wordpress.com/2014/03/24/mentors-gender-reluctance-notes-from-taiga-panel-on-leadership-at-erl/)		Chris	suggested	that	avoiding	leadership	positions	"might	mean	that	you	are	leaving	the	leadership	of	our	profession	in	the	hands	of	those	who	aren’t	concerned	about	those	things…"		On	the	other	hand,	in	her	2015	ACRL/NY	Symposium	keynote,	she	expressed	her	concern	that	“using	traditional	organizational	power	to	push	an	agenda	maybe	isn’t	very	feminist.”	(https://chrisbourg.wordpress.com/2015/12/10/the-radicalism-is-coming-from-inside-the-library/)		I	guess	we	could	say	it’s	kind	of	like	spending	years	fighting	“the	establishment”	only	to	wake	up	one	day	to	discover	that	you	have	become	“the	establishment.”		Despite	these	concerns,	interviewees	all	saw	feminism	as	an	antidote	to	power-wielding,	ego-driven	leadership,	providing	values	and	a	set	of	practices	pointing	to	the	kind	of	“practice	of	freedom”	that	bell	hooks	advocates.	They	all	felt	that	feminist	
leadership	is	not	the	same	as	other	kinds	of	leadership:	it’s	definitely	not	positional,	for	many	it’s	about	moving	people	toward	a	common	goal	through	influence	(not	ego),	and	one	of	the	crucial	roles	of	a	leader	is	to	look	for	and	develop	people	within	the	organization,	wherever	they	are	in	rank,	who	have	the	potential	to	become	leaders	in	their	own	right.	Especially	so	if	they	don’t	“fit	the	mold”	of	a	typical	library	leader.		According	to	our	interviewees,	here	are	some	other	values	that	feminist	leadership	offers:		They	see	their	work	as	politically	engaged:	their	feminism	is	expressed	through	a	commitment	to	justice,	to	thinking	about	power	and	oppression,	to	looking	at	their	organizations,	their	profession,	and	the	world	with	a	critical	perspective,	and	asking	questions	like:	
• Who	speaks	and	who	doesn’t?	
• Who	has	power	and	who	doesn’t?	
• Whose	experiences	are	centered	here,	and	whose	are	marginalized?	
• They	think	about	themselves	and	others	as	whole	human	beings	
• They	see	the	lie	in	the	idea	that	everyone	starts	from	the	same	starting	line	in	life.		As	well,	they	all	insisted	on	the	primacy	of	praxis	in	their	feminism.	In	a	nutshell,	if	you’re	just	thinking	and	reading,	but	you’re	not	doing,	you’re	not	doing	it	right.	Almost	everyone	said	(apologetically)	they	hadn’t	read	enough	feminist	theory.	(This	happened	frequently	enough	that	I	started	to	feel	guilty	asking	them	how	what	they	read	informed	their	feminism	at	work).	And	they	all	insisted	that	you	have	to	live	your	theory	and	your	values	by	performing	them	at	work,	no	matter	how	hard	that	might	be.		The	final	feminist	value	I’ll	mention	(and	for	the	rest	you	can	read	the	chapter	once	it’s	out	in	2017)	is	the	idea	of	sharing:	
• Many	talked	about	shared	leadership,	balancing	the	need	for	executive	decision	making	with	valuing	dialog	and	consensus	building.	
• Networking	and	finding	allies	is	also	really	important	to	this	group.	
• Nearly	all	talked	about	information	sharing	as	a	feminist	act.	The	word	“transparency”	came	up	a	lot,	especially	among	those	in	higher-level	leadership	positions.		In	a	recent	post	on	the	blog	“Letters	to	a	Young	Librarian,”	Baharak	Yousefi,	Head	of	Library	Communications	at	Simon	Fraser	University,	picked	up	the	topic	of	radical	transparency	that	she’s	been	thinking	and	speaking	about	recently:	"Be	absolutely	committed	to	transparency.	Do	not	assume	that	you	know	what	others	need/don’t	need	to	know."	(http://letterstoayounglibrarian.blogspot.com/2016/05/how-to-be-good-library-boss-by-baharak.html)		Here’s	a	nice	way	to	summarize	the	sentiment---Rachel	Fleming	recently	wrote:	
	[Caption:	Painfully	Transparent,	@RachelMFleming]			This	is	actually	something	that	I’m	increasingly	practicing	in	my	own	work	as	a	leader,	a	manager,	and	a	colleague.	Information	is	power	and	controlling	information,	and	concealing	how	decisions	are	actually	made,	is	a	means	to	maintaining	the	status	quo	and	protecting	the	powerful.	I	realize	that	not	all	information	can	always	be	shared	with	everyone.	But	without	contextualizing	information	for	their	work,	without	understanding	the	larger	picture	affecting	how	decisions	are	made,	how	things	are	funded,	which	initiatives	are	undertaken,	why	some	departments	get	new	staff	and	why	some	are	shrinking,	what	is	motivating	that	reorganization,	why	that	person	got	promoted	and	that	other	one	didn’t,	staff	are	completely	in	the	dark	about	what	their	work	really	means	within	the	organization	and	how	they	are	valued.		Well,	not	completely	in	the	dark,	because	gaps	in	information	will	be	filled	by	gossip,	hearsay,	speculation,	even	conspiracy	theories.		I’d	really	love	for	us	to	make	radical	transparency	a	thing.	Let’s	do	it.	
	
	
V.	Conclusion:	On	Influence	So	I	want	to	conclude	by	talking	a	little	bit	about	influence.	For	our	Feminist	Leadership	interviewees,	influence	is	a	crucial	aspect	of	leadership.		
Here’s	the	dictionary.com	definition	of	influence:	"the	capacity	of	persons	to	produce	effects	on	the	actions,	behavior,	opinions,	etc.	of	others."	For	our	interviewees,	influence	is	related	to	bell	hooks’s	idea	of	building	community	for	the	common	good.	A	values-driven	leader	will	influence	those	in	her	community	toward	making	the	right	decisions	to	develop	a	more	just	organization	and	profession.	Influence	can	be	used	for	good	or	for	ill.	Influence	can	come	from	the	exercise	of	power	(physical,	emotional,	rank).	But	I’m	much	more	interested	in	influence	that	results	from	respect	and	from	appreciation	for	hard,	thoughtful	work;	for	values-driven	work,	and	effective	collaboration.		At	any	rate,	that’s	how	I’d	prefer	to	be	respected.		I’d	like	to	do	a	30-second	exercise	with	you.	This	exercise	is	borrowed	from	DeEtta	Jones	who	is	a	consultant	who	does	a	lot	of	work	with	libraries.	(http://www.deettajones.com/)		I’d	like	you	to	close	your	eyes	(or	keep	them	open	if	you’re	more	comfortable	doing	that),	and	think	about	some	people	at	work	and	in	the	profession	whom	you	influence	(or,	more	interestingly,	people	whom	you	could	probably	influence	if	you	tried).	They	may	be	people	who	work	for	you,	your	peers,	or	people	who	are	at	a	higher	rank	in	the	organization	or	the	profession.	Close	your	eyes	for	30	seconds	and	think	of	some	people	whom	you	can	or	could	influence.	
	
===	pause	and	think	for	30	seconds	===		So	you’re	a	leader.	You	have	the	power	to	influence,	to	change	the	actions,	behaviors,	and	opinions	of	others.	What	will	you	do	with	that	power?		Through	the	power	of	my	keynote,	I	hope	to	have	influenced	you	to	consider	how	you	as	individuals,	in	the	work	you	do---with	technology,	with	people,	with	data,	building	collections,	designing	user	interfaces,	fighting	for	fair	use	and	for	privacy---how	you	have	the	capacity	to	influence	others,	your	organizations,	and	the	profession.		I	also	hope	that	you	will	join	or	build	communities	that	share	your	values	and	support	you	in	thinking	more	critically	about	your	profession,	and	disrupting	the	oppressive	norms	that	marginalize	and	exclude.	
	
Not	engaging	critically,	not	asking	hard	questions	about	the	work	you	do,	not	using	your	influence	for	good,	doesn’t	mean	you’re	staying	“neutral.”	It	means	you’re	reinforcing	systems	of	domination	and	oppression	that	need,	instead,	to	be	dismantled.		I’ll	leave	you	with	some	questions	that	I	hope	you	will	bring	to	the	work	that	you	do,	in	digital	scholarship	and	beyond:	
• Whom	does	this	work	benefit	and	whom	does	it	disadvantage	or	exclude?	
• Whose	values,	perspective,	or	voice	is	represented	and	whose	is	marginalized	or	erased?		And	for	you	as	a	leader	(or	“influencer,”	if	you	prefer)	working	within	an	administrative	structure:	
• Whom	do	or	can	I	influence	and	how?	
• Who	are	my	allies?		Let’s	get	to	work.	Together.		
